, and extra-biblical 4 texts which allude to a Palestinian or Judean presence in Egypt during the terminal Iron age. Even in the studies that have noted and discussed actual objects of apparent Levantine origin that have been discovered in Egypt (e.g. ASTON 1996; GRATIEN 1996; PAICE 1986 PAICE -1987 and even in reports by archaeologists whose expertise is Syro-Palestinian archaeology (e.g. OREN 1984) , these finds were not dealt with comprehensively and/or in their wider context. The parallels from other sites in Egypt were for the most part not mentioned and their underlying historical implications were not explicated. Though one cannot claim that the Egypto-Levantine connections during this period are the most significant and/or conspicuous aspect of the late Iron Age Egyptian culture, they nevertheless do represent an interest-
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II. CATALOGUE
In the catalogue, I have attempted to assemble all objects which appear to be of Palestinian origin or display similarity to well-known Palestinian types that have been reported from late Iron Age sites throughout Egypt (and the Sudan). Several qualifying statements are required. Some of these finds are reported in earlier excavation reports and thus one can question the accuracy of the graphic description. This may be true to a certain extent, but most of the objects are on the one hand so blatantly non-Egyptian types, while on the other hand easily identified as being of Levantine origin or influence. This is confirmed by more recent photographs and/or illustrations of some of these finds (e.g. BOURRIAU 1981:80-81, ill. 156). Though I have not personally examined all these objects, and cannot determine the actual provenience of these objects (based either on macroscopic views of pastes or through various analytic provenience methods), this does not negate the discussion below. Even if some (or most) of these objects were actually manufactured in Egypt and were not imported from the Levant, they still are of interest and have significant historical and archaeological implications, since they as well would express cultural and/or physical connections. In the following list, these finds (which are primarily ceramics) are arranged according to types as found at the respective sites (see Fig. 2 Tell el Heir: Among the "Syro-Palestinian" pottery that Oren reported from T.21, the fortified site situated immediately to the north of Tell el Heir, there is the upper portion of a decanter of a distinct, southern Palestinian, late Iron age (7 th -6 th cent. BCE) class (OREN 1984: fig. 18 :8; for a relatively recent discussion of such decanters, see e.g. GITIN 1990:154) . The close dating (late 7 th cent. BCE until 525 BCE) of these finds should be stressed (OREN 1984:28) .
Saqqara:
In their recent publication of the pottery from excavations at Saqqara, French and Ghaly included some material which appears morphologically quite similar to the "decanter" type jugs (FRENCH & GHALY 1991:108-109, fig. 38 ). One must note though that the fabric of these two vessels was defined as local Egyptian, and that the authors date the context to the early 4 th cent. BCE (ibid., 96-97). Due though to the similarity to the decanters mentioned above, one can wonder whether this and perchance some of the other material found in the same context (which does not seem to originate from secure stratigraphic contexts) can be dated earlier than the authors have suggested.
All these jugs (save perhaps for the Saqqara example) are, as mentioned, of distinct Palestinian style, and can be closely dated to the very end of the Iron age. Although this generic decanter type first appears in the southern Levant in the "Lachish III" ceramic horizon (pre-701 BCE), these specific subtypes are primarily representative of the "Lachish II" horizon (701-586 BCE) (see e.g. 
C. Cooking pots
Defenneh: A small single handled jug ( Fig. 1:5 
D. Storage Jars
Storage jars of diverse origin are by their functional nature much more commonly found in remote contexts. Nevertheless, a significant numbers of jars that appear to derive from the southern Levant have been reported in late Iron Age contexts in Egypt. This may reflect the close connections that existed between the two regions. Among the jars that I will note there are two generic types: 1) Jars that appear predominantly at sites in southern Israel; 2) Jars that can be defined as "Phoenician/ Palestinian" commercial jars, that may originate from a wider geographical zone.
1) Distinctly southern Levantine Jars
Defenneh: Among the storage jars that were reported from this site, one example appears to belong to a type that is very common in southern Palestine ( Fig.  1:7 fig. 9 .8.SJ1.1.3).
Tell el-Heir: A jar, quite similar to that described above was recently reported from the renewed excavations at this site. Apparently though, it derives from a Persian period context (GRATIEN 1996:71, fig. 16:a) .
2) Generic Phoenician/Palestinian Commercial Jars
A much more commonly reported jar of presumed Syro-Palestinian origin is the ubiquitous commercial jar of the late Iron age/Persian period. These jars (which are variably called Phoenician/Palestinian/ Levantine), are found throughout the Mediterranean basin and served as containers for trade. Thus, though a portion of these jars may in fact originate from Palestine, some may have arrived to Egypt in an indirect fashion, or perchance may derive from other regions in the southern Levant (e.g. Lebanon, Syria), while some may have actually been produced in Egypt (for a discussion of these jars, see e.g. RABAN 1980:80- Defenneh: A single example (our Fig. 1:8 
III. DISCUSSION
To summarize the evidence presented so far, there is quite compelling testimony of finds of apparent Palestinian origin from sites throughout late Iron age (Saite) Egypt. This includes four classes of Palestinian pottery: decanters jugs, mortaria bowls, cooking pots and jars, all which can be dated to the late Iron Age and the early Persian period. Some of these items are reminiscent of types found throughout Syro-Palestine, while some appear to be more typical of southern Palestine. To this as well can be added possible evidence for Judean seals.
The following suggestions can be raised to interpret this data.
1) Possibly the simplest interpretation would be that these items represent evidence for the trade connections during this period, both between Egypt and Palestine (see e.g. LEMAIRE 1987; REDFORD 1992a: 435-444; STAGER 1994; TRIGGER et al. 1982: 329-330,339), 13 but possibly with other areas as well (i.e. items reaching Egypt indirectly). Since a significant percentage of these vessels can be very likely explained in a trade-related context, this scenario appears quite logical. This is true to a large extent for the decanters 14 and needless to say for the jars (see e.g. RABAN 1980) . Accordingly, the vessels made of local Egyptian fabrics would be local imitations of these imported types.
2) A second interpretation would be that part of these finds are evidence to the presence of persons of Southern Levantine origin in Egypt during the late Iron Age and early Persian period. Accordingly, these people would have brought with them Palestinian vessels to Egypt and/or would have made these types (from the local fabrics) while in Egypt.
Paraphrasing the biblical text, 15 can this be seen as evidence of who set out to go down to Egypt (Isaiah 30:2) (i.e. migration), or perchance the wealth of Egypt, and merchandise of Ethiopia (Isaiah 45:14) (i.e. commerce)?
Reviewing the evidence presented above, I believe that on the whole, the first alternative should be preferred. Particularly in light of the fact that the majority of the ceramic types noted above do in fact appear to be trade-related. Despite this, one cannot strike out the second possibility -that in fact some of these finds may be evidence for the presence of people of Southern Levantine origin (possibly Judeans) in Saite Egypt. I believe this can be argued for the following reasons: 1) Though most of the vessels are in fact tradeoriented, it is apparent that a large part of the parallels for the pottery under discussion (in particular the decanters and the first type of storage jar), derive from sites southern Palestine, in particular from Judea.
2) To this one can add that the presence of Palestinian cooking pots ("kitchen ware") among these finds would seem to be of significance. As noted often in the past, "kitchen ware" can be used as a good indicator for the presence of distinct ethnic groupings. The logic being that domestic "kitchen ware" is not an inter-ethnic trade item, and would only be used by the specific ethnic/cultural group, and in domestic settings (for general studies, see e.g. SHENANN 1989; PETRIE 1996 ; for a recent study relating to Iron age Palestine, see BUNIMOVITZ & YASUR- LANDAU 1996) . Thus, Palestinian cooking ware found at late Iron Age sites in Egypt would strengthen the claim for the physical presence of people of Palestinian origin at the respective sites. 16 Even if one claims that some of these cooking vessels were made of local Egyptian fabrics, one could argue that these are Palestinian style vessels produced in Egypt for the use (and tastes) of southern Levantine immigrants in Egypt. Though one could argue that such pottery could be imitated by Egyptians as well, this would not be likely regarding the utilitarian (cooking) wares.
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In other words, the archaeological finds may, to a certain extent, corroborate the documentary evidence indicating the presence of people of Palestinian origin, possible Judeans, in late Iron age Egypt. Vessels that appear to be of distinct Palestinian origin appear not only in the eastern Nile Delta, but at sites in Middle Egypt as well (Saqqara, Illahun and Kafr Ammar; see Fig. 2 ). Pottery of a more general Syro-Palestinian origin appear throughout Egypt and the Sudan. An interesting point is the comparison between the distribution of these finds and the documentary evidence. If one compares the sites at which the finds (besides the Phoenician/Palestinian commercial jars) were discovered, there appears to be a correlation with the location of the Judeans in Egypt as related in the biblical narrative. In JEREMIAH (43:7-9;44:1) there is explicit reference to Judeans residing in Egypt, with specific mention of the following sites: Migdol (=T. el-Heir; OREN 1984) , Tahpanhes (=Defenneh; PETRIE & FIEMA 1992), Nof (=Memphis; REDFORD 1992b), and the "Land of Pathros" (=southern Upper Egypt; BAKER & REDFORD 1992) . In addition, although not specifically stated in the historical sources, it is apparent that the Jewish garrison in Elephantine was already established during the late Iron age (pre-586 BCE).
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It would thus seem that there are corresponding elements between the material finds, the biblical narrative, and the additional historical evidence. An almost perfect match exists between the ceramic evidence and the biblical narrative regarding the eastern Nile delta sites (Migdol and Tahpanhes) . 19 Moving further south, Saqqara can be considered an integral part of Nof=Memphis, and Kafr Ammar and Illahun are not far away. As to southern (upper) Egypt though, neither material evidence, nor additional, extra-biblical sources have been reported, that can confirm a late Iron Age Judean presence in that region, as referred to in the Bible and hinted to in the Elephantine texts.
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The dating of the above discussed pottery corresponds as well to this historical timeframe, i.e. from the late 7 th cent. to the middle of the 6th cent. BCE.
It would thus seem very possible that the evidence presented above is testimony of the Judean segment within the multi-national matrix at these respective sites (see e.g. VALBELLE 1990:240 
IV. SUMMARY
In summary, I believe that the following points can be noted:
1) Throughout Egypt (and even in Sudan) there are objects of Levantine origin in late Iron age contexts.
2) On the whole, one has the impression that these objects are evidence of the commercial relations between the two region.
3) Nevertheless, some of these objects may hint to the physical presence of people of Palestinian origin in Egypt during this period, possibly Judeans.
In closing, I believe it is necessary to stress that a degree of reservation should be exercised in light of the relatively small sample of finds with which we are dealing. One might expect that the evidence for both commercial relations as well as the Judean presence would have been more extensive. One can wonder whether perchance this can be partially explained as being due to a lack of attentiveness to this point on the part of scholars who have studied the pottery from late Iron age sites in Egypt (as, e.g., WEINSTEIN [1981:21-22 ] noted regarding NK pottery in Palestine).
